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a priori probability of our conclusion, has a finite value. The
effect of E is to increase the probability of C above its initial
a priori value, C/HE being greater than C/H. But the method
of strengthening C/H by the addition of evidence E is valid quite
apart from the particular content of H. If3 therefore, we have
another general hypothesis H' and other evidence E7, such that
H/H' has a finite value, we can, without being guilty of a circular
argument, use evidence E' by the same method as before to
strengthen the probability H/H'. If we call H, namely, the
absolute assertion of the finiteness of the system under considera-
tion, the inductive hypothesis, and the process of strengthening
C/H by the addition E the inductive method, it is not circular to
use the inductive method to strengthen the inductive hypothesis
itself, relative to some more primitive and less far-reaching assump-
tion. If, therefore, we have any reason (H;) for attributing
a priori a finite probability to the Inductive Hypothesis (H), then
the actual conformity of experience d posteriori with expectations
based on the assumption of H can be utilised by the inductive
method to attribute an enhanced value to the probability of H.
To this extent, therefore, we can support the Inductive Hypothesis
by experience. In dealing with any particular question we can
take the Inductive Hypothesis, not at its d priori value, but at
the value to which experience in general has raised it. What
we require d priori, therefore, is not the certainty of the Inductive
Hypothesis, but a finite probability in its favour.1
Our assumption, in its most limited form, then, amounts to
this, that we have a finite d priori probability in favour of
the Inductive Hypothesis as to there being some limitation
of independent variety (to express shortly what I have already
explained in detail) in the objects of our generalisation. Our
experience might have been such as to diminish this probability
d posteriori. It has, in fact, been such as to increase it. It is
because there has been so much repetition and uniformity in our
experience that we place great confidence in it. To this extent
the popular opinion that Induction depends upon experience for
its validity is justified and does not involve a circular argument.
11 have implicitly assumed in the above argument that if H' supports H, it
strengthens an argument which H would strengthen. This is not necessarily
the case for the reasons given on pp. 68 and 147. In these passages the
necessary conditions for the above are elucidated. I am, therefore, assuming
that in the case now in question these conditions actually are fulfilled.